
ACCJC Reply to Hittelman Complaint Hittelman Notes on Response

July 25, 2013
Dear Mr. Hittelman:

The investigation of your complaint against the ACCJC has
been completed. Your complaint was comprised of "recent
Commission violations...as outlined in the documents:
ACCJC Gone Wild by Martin Hittelman and Focusing
Accreditation on Quality Improvement by the RP Group."
Upon review of specific portions of the documents you
identified and of our standards, policies and their
application in accreditation practices, organizational
structure, procedures, and other items referred to, no
Commission violations were found. Explanatory
information concerning the items investigated is provided
below.

RP Group, Focusing Accreditation on Quality Improvement

The RP Group study, Focusing Accreditation on Quality
Improvement, 138 pages, published February 2011,
describes a project to survey college presidents and other
college professionals across the country and in California
for the purpose of identifying accreditation practices that
might be promising in California. The article was
previously presented to the ACCJC as input for suggested
changes to accreditation standards and practices, and we
have again determined that was the appropriate process for
consideration of the contents in that article.

The RP Group 2011 Study suffered issues within its design.
The study focused on colleges that had been sanctioned,
rather than on a broad sample of accredited institutions
which could provide a more comprehensive basis for
analyzing the views of college personnel on accreditation.
In citing to particular cases, the study failed to consider the
facts of the cases included in the analysis, focusing only on
the declared results of the evaluation processes; this
omitted from analysis the conditions and actions that
resulted in referenced sanctions. These and other flaws
permitted bias to influence the outcome of the study.

The Commission did not
investigate the claims to see if
they were true, the letter merely
states that they follow their
procedures and policies. There
is no indication that they spoke
to any Visiting Team members,
campus personnel, or even the
Commission members
themselves to determine if my
charges had any validity.

They claim that the study design
was flawed. They did not contest
that the statements made by
those interviewed in the study
were true. 

Even if bias was present in the
report, were the statements
made by Chancellors and others
true or not? Many of the
comments made by the
participants in the RP Group
Study clearly support my basic
thesis that the ACCJC is, in fact,



It should also be noted that the study followed a period
right after the application of the two-year rule changed in
the Western Region. This change, coming out of the U.S.
Department of Education review of ACCJC practices,
meant that colleges would have no more than two years to
eliminate a deficiency and come into compliance with the
cited standard(s); this rule would no longer be applied
only to recommendations/deficiencies noted when
sanctions were given, but would apply to all
deficiencies. 

This change meant that continuous progress toward
meeting standards would not be sufficient; compliance with
standards within a period not to exceed two years from
when first noted was the requirement. In the intervening
years, understanding of this requirement has become
widespread, but accreditation practice was significantly
changed by this correction in applying the two-year rule.

The RP Group study was submitted as a contribution to a
dialog related to accreditation in California. As stated in the
study:

We hope this study will contribute positively to the
accreditation conversations in California, offering
insights into tangible improvements we can all make
and clarifying possible approaches for making the
process as productive and meaningful as possible.

a rogue organization.

The practice of the ACCJC has
not been to sanction all colleges
that were not in compliance
with all “deficiencies” listed in
visiting team reports and
Commission letters to the
colleges. The treatment of
colleges have not been
consistent - some have been
sanctioned for having
“deficiencies” while others
have not. My examples in
ACCJC Gone Wild document
that fact.

The statement relative to “from
when first noted” contradicts
the statement in many letters to
the colleges that “The
recommendations contained in
the Evaluation Report represent
the best advice of the peer
evaluation team at the time of
the visit, but may not describe
all that is necessary to come
into compliance. Institutions are
expected to take all action
necessary to comply with
Eligibility Requirements,
Accreditation Standards, and
Commission policies." This lack
of specificity is a violation of
both federal and Commission
standards and policy.

Note that the RP Group
suggested improvements by all
but the ACCJC only addresses
the improvements needed to be
made by others - never the
ACCJC itself.
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As noted above, since its publication there have been
concerns regarding the methodology of the study itself.
Direct comparisons among regional accreditors are
difficult. While all regional accreditors adhere to the same
set of federal regulations, their application of those
regulations and the implementation of accreditation
practices is specific to their regions and the historical
context of their region. The member organizations for
which each accrediting organization was formed are
different, as is the environment in which they operate.

The author of the RP Group study cited the nature of the
balance between institutions and the accrediting agency. As
stated in the study:

One significant insight that I return to over and over
again is the centrality of the joint responsibility college
and commission leadership carry within the
accreditation process. There is a delicate balance
between a commission's duty to uphold standards, its
responsibility to prescribe directions for the colleges
and its efforts to promote quality improvement beyond
basic compliance through the processes it implements
and the supports it offers. Similarly, the state's
community college leadership must balance their
strategic sense of institutional direction with their
accountability for appropriately addressing the
accreditation standards. To a significant degree, the
differences expressed within California are about how
much responsibility ACCJC shoulders versus the
institutional leadership.

At the heart of the peer review process is a necessary
commitment by each member institution to engage in
ongoing self-evaluation and improvement for the sake of
students, academic quality and institutional effectiveness.
This self-evaluation has to take into account developments
in higher education and changing expectations in the field.
Periodic monitoring and external reviews provide the
evaluation and validation needed by institutions in light of
standards, but will not replace the need for continuous
self-evaluation and improvement by each college. Both
elements are vital to successful peer review as a system.

Even if the numbers of sanctions
are not consistently applied, is it
still true that the ACCJC is out
of step with the other regional
accreditation agencies as shown
in ACCJC Gone Wild?

Note that there is no
discussion by the ACCJC is this
reply regarding the ACCJC’s
emphasis on compliance as
indicated in the RP Group
report. 

Again, the ACCJC avoids the
basic question regarding its
levels of sanctions.

And the role of the ACCJC in
helping colleges avoid
sanctions?

I do not like the phrase
“continuous” when speaking of
evaluations and improvements.
The nature of change is that it is
never “continuous” but rather
occurs over time in a
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The ACCJC is currently engaged in an extensive review of
its Accreditation Standards. This process will result in
improved and changed processes. However institutional
quality assurance to the public will always be at the
foundation of any actions taken by the Commission.

Martin Hittelman, ACCJC Gone Wild, version 17

You have clarified for us that you wish the complaint to
focus on elements within the seventeenth version of your
article, dated June 8, 2013, 71 pages. Your article reports
on the accredited status of a number of colleges and lists
what purports to be the college-specific recommendations
from evaluation teams. However, the full recommendations
as presented by ACCJC to the colleges included citations to
the standards in which deficiencies were found and for
which peer evaluators were providing recommendations.
Further, the letters in which the recommendations were
communicated to the institutions make special note of the
need for readers to go back to the full team evaluation
report in order to understand better the deficiencies found
and the basis for why the particular actions are
recommended.

Introduction: The document's introduction notes that
ACCJC works under the Western Association of Schools
and Colleges (WASC) although it seems to be acting to
"distance itself from WASC." This statement
mischaracterizes the relationship between WASC and the
ACCJC, WASC. Prior to July 1, 2013, the Western
Association of Schools and Colleges was a corporate body
that included three independent accrediting agencies: the

discontinuous manner. The
word “continuous” used in this
way is just misleading jargon. 

Why do the standards need to be
improved and the process
changed if ACCJC is as
faultless as it claims in its reply
to my complaint as well as the
complaint of the California
Federation of Teachers and
AFT Local 2121?

Note that they are not
responding to my original
complaint and Third Party
Comment. Anyone who actually
reads my April 30, 2013
complaint and Third Party
Comment would clearly see that
a complaint was included. The
ACCJC never responded to my
original complaint - a violation
of both ACCJC and federal
requirements.

The major issue to focus on is
whether a suggestion by a
visiting team is the same as a
required change made by the
ACCJC in their official vote.
Does the two year rule apply to
any suggested changes a
visiting team makes?

At the time I wrote the
Introduction this is what seemed
to be happening. The secrecy of
the ACCJC in its operations
makes it difficult to know
exactly what is happening. 
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ACSCU, the ACCJC, and the ACS, each involved with
different types of educational institutions within the
Western Region. It was determined during a review
commissioned by the WASC board, that it would be more
appropriate for each of the accrediting agencies to
separately incorporate and to locate the organizational
descriptions within each organization's bylaws. This was
needed to legally clarify the intended WASC entity role as
one of affiliation for the three accreditors. Each of the three
accreditors has undertaken the recommended changes.

Page 5 - Goal of accreditation: Academic quality and
institutional effectiveness are at the core of ACCJC
accreditation, as declared in its purpose and standards. The
complaint implies that the sole measure of quality should
be the interaction between a faculty member and a student
in an educational setting. ACCJC's requirements include a
broader set of criteria that include and go beyond the
faculty/student interaction to examine the organizational
structure and infrastructure that supports that interaction
and the manner in which quality in each activity—including
the classroom-- is evaluated, continuously improved, and
communicated. The quality of instruction is a clear focus
within the standards, especially standard II. In assessing the
quality of an institution, the ACCJC applies all of the
Eligibility Requirements (ER), Accreditation Standards,
and Policies that it has identified.

It now appears that what is
described here is what was
being done and future versions
of ACCJC Gone Wild will
reflect that understanding.

I am still not sure why it was
necessary to “legally clarify”
the change.

My argument is not whether the
education of the students is the
only thing to look at in
evaluating a college. My
argument is that a private
organization like the ACCJC
should not have the power to
remove accreditation and thus
close down a college except in
cases where the students are
not getting a quality education
at a reasonable cost. This is not
the reason that ACCJC closed
down Compton College and is
not the reason it is attempting to
remove the accreditation of
CCSF.

Perhaps the issue that I am
raising is more appropriately
addressed at the Congressional
level when Congress considers
the Reauthorization. Never the
less, it is a critical issue that the
public should be concerned with
and the Department of
Education should address. 
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Page 5 - Clearly defined objectives: ACCJC's objectives are
clearly set forth in its standards, including Eligibility
Requirements, Accreditation Standards, and Commission
policies. Member institutions are involved in the
development of standards and agree to abide by them in the
accreditation process.

Page 7 - Interference with mission statement: The ACCJC's
requirements for the institutional mission are included in
Standard I. The standards require that an institution's
mission be reviewed on a regular basis, including the
manner in which the mission informs planning and resource
allocation. Recommendation 1 from the CCSF
comprehensive team evaluation report stated:

Recommendation 1: Mission Statement
To improve effectiveness of Standard I.A Mission, the
team recommends that the college establish a prescribed
process and timeline to regularly review the mission
statement and revise it as necessary. The college should
use the mission statement as the benchmark to
determine institutional priorities and goals that support
and improve academic programs, student support
services and student learning effectively linked to a
realistic assessment of resources (I.A.3).

The ACCJC did not require CCSF to change its mission but
only to review it and revise it as necessary to help
determine institutional priorities within a realistic
assessment of resources.

The statement that they are
clearly set forth is not based on
any evidence. In fact, the reason
that different teams come up
with different recommendations
and often with different
recommendations than the
Commission itself speaks to the
fact that the standards are not
clearly set forth. One only has
to read them to see that they are
not precise enough to make
consistent judgments based on
them. This is a violation of
federal policy.

Why should the failure to not
review a mission statement that
is in compliance with California
law be enough of a “deficiency”
to close a college down? This
makes no sense at all.

 The “effectively linked to
realistic assessment of
resources” is one of the issues
at CCSF. Many at CCSF see
this insistence by the ACCJC as
an attempt to reduce the broad
mission that CCSF has been so
correctly proud of. I myself
believe it an attempt to narrow
the requirements of the
California Master Plan and as
such is a violation of California
law and policy. 

The CCSF special trustee and
the appointed temporary
Chancellor certainly saw the
dismantling of the college
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Page 8 - Micromanaging: Accreditation Standard IV
describes the requirements related to governing boards and
chief executive officers. These are clearly stated and have
successfully undergone scrutiny by the U.S. Department of
Education in its review of ACCJC. Eligibility
Requirements 3 and 4 clarify the respective roles of the
governing board as noted as follows:

3. Governing Board
The institution has a functioning governing board
responsible for the quality, integrity, and financial
stability of the institution and for ensuring that the
institution's mission is being carried out. This board
is ultimately responsible for ensuring that the
financial resources of the institution are used to
provide a sound educational program. Its
membership is sufficient in size and composition to
fulfill all board responsibilities.

The governing board is an independent
policy-making body capable of reflecting
constituent and public interest in board activities
and decisions. A majority of the board members
have no employment, family, ownership, or other
personal financial interest in the institution. The
board adheres to a conflict of interest policy that
assures those interests are disclosed and that the
interests do not interfere with the impartiality of
governing body members or outweigh the greater
duty to secure and ensure the academic and fiscal
integrity of the institution.

4. Chief Executive Officer
The institution has a chief executive officer
appointed by the governing board, whose full-time
responsibility is to the institution, and who
possesses the requisite authority to administer board
policies. Neither the district/system chief executive
officer nor the institutional chief executive officer
may serve as the chair of the governing board. The
institution informs the Commission immediately

mission as a requirement in
order to pass accreditation.
They understood what the true
intent of the Commission was.

These requirements are more
properly addressed by
California law and not by an
accreditation agency. This may
also be a role that Congress
may have to address. 

Again, this should be a matter of
satisfying California law not the
private beliefs of a private
agency. 

The voters ultimately decide
whether governing board
members are adequately
performing their duties. This is
the way it works in a
democracy.

How does one enforce the
requirement of "reflecting the
public interest?" This appears
to be a political decision best
made by the voting public
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when there is a change in the institutional chief
executive officer.

In accordance with ACCJC standards, the role of the
governing is to be an independent policy making body. It
also reflects constituent and the public interest.

Standard IV.B describes the requirements for Board and
Administrative Organization. Standard IV.B through
IB.B.1.b reads as follows:

B. Board and Administrative Organization
In addition to the leadership of individuals and
constituencies, institutions recognize the designated
responsibilities of the governing board for setting
policies and of the chief administrator for the
effective operation of the institution. Multi-college
districts/ systems clearly define the organizational
roles of the district/system and the colleges.

1. The institution has a governing board that is
responsible for establishing policies to assure
the quality, integrity, and effectiveness of the
student learning programs and services and the
financial stability of the institution. The
governing board adheres to a clearly defined
policy for selecting and evaluating the chief
administrator for the college or the
district/system.

a. The governing board is an independent
policy-making body that reflects the public
interest in board activities and decisions.
Once the board reaches a decision, it acts as
a whole. It advocates for and defends the
institution and protects it from undue
influence or pressure.
b. The governing board establishes policies
consistent with the mission statement to
ensure the quality, integrity, and
improvement of student learning programs
and services and the resources necessary to
support them.

This Standard mirrors the Eligibility Requirements noted
above. As noted in the bold section above, the governing

When is influence and pressure
“undue” for a politically elected
board?
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board is responsible for setting policy and the chief
administrator is responsible for the operation of the
institution. The relationship between the governing board
and the chief administrator is further clarified in Standard
IV.B.1.j as follows:

j. The governing board has the responsibility for
selecting and evaluating the district/system chief
administrator (most often known as the chancellor) in a
multi-college district/system or the college chief
administrator (most often known as the president) in the
case of a single college. The governing board delegates
full responsibility and authority to him/her to
implement and administer board policies without board
interference and holds him/her accountable for the
operation of the district/system or college, respectively.

As noted in the bold section, the governing board is to
delegate full responsibility and authority to the chief
administrator to administer policies without board
interference.

When a sanction includes deficiencies in standards related
to governing board behavior, the ACCJC has made this
determination in accordance with published ERs and
Standards. In multi-college districts, there are occasions
when deficiencies exist within the activities reserved to the
district in support of the colleges. The ACCJC must
evaluate colleges' compliance with standards, including
those functions conducted on behalf of the college by
another entity. Thus, district deficiencies are cited to the
college, which can result in a sanction on the college. In
like fashion, since the governing board has responsibility
for and to the colleges within a district, resolution of
deficiencies must be applied through the colleges.

The authority of the chief
executive officer (CEO) is a
matter of California law. It is
also California policy that the
chief executive officer may
authorize others to carry out the
responsibilities of the CEO -
this was put in law under AB
1725 and then under Board of
Governors regulations.

 
The delegation of authority is up
to the governing board under
California law. To demand
otherwise is a violation of
California law. 
 
If the governing board does not
fully satisfy this goal, should the
ACCJC be allowed to effectively
shut down the college? I think
the reasonable answer is NO.

The question is, where did the
ACCJC get the authority to
judge a college based on its
district level activities?

Why "must" it? There is no
documentation to support this
contention.

Is it required that all colleges in
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Situations can exist where multiple colleges within a
district receive a sanction for deficiencies in meeting
standards when the role or function involves the district or
the governing board.

Page 10 - Adequate staff, resources, and time: This section
of the complaint contains no specifics upon which to base a
response.

Page 11 - WASC: Although not cited in the July 13 letter,
there are some inaccuracies in the "Wild" document that
merit comment.

• As has been noted previously, the organizational and
corporate structure of WASC has been changed
effective July 1, 2013. This has required technical
changes in various policies of the ACCJC. The changes
noted in the "Wild" document were technical in nature
to comply with the new corporate structure. The
separate incorporation of each Western Region
accrediting agency as recommended by the WASC
board included the need for each accrediting agency to
state within its own bylaws certain matters including an
appeal process. The appeal process described in ACCJC
bylaws is quite similar to the process formerly
contained in the WASC constitution. It has been
updated to meet U.S. Department of Education
regulations and guidelines.

• The federal mandate for appeal is an "adverse action."
Adverse action is defined as termination or denial of
candidacy or accredited status. Sanctions such as
Warning, Probation, and Show Cause are not adverse
actions and as such are not subject to appeal. This is
consistent with Federal regulations.

• The "Wild" document asserts that commissioners have

a district be equally sanctioned
for the operation of its district
office?  Is this a requirement of
consistency of application?

The point was that the ACCJC
does not have the staff or
resources to fully investigate
and help over twenty colleges at
a time. The fact that the
Commission is seeking to
increase the dues for colleges
supports the financial resources
portion of that conclusion. 

I have addressed this earlier.
Again the ACCJC Cone of
Silence makes it very difficult to
ascertain what is actually
happening with ACCJC and
WASC.

How does the appeal process
differ? The appeal process now
is certainly no one’s idea of due
process. The ACCJC itself
makes the decision as to the
review and appoints the people
who decide if a decision of the
Commission should be reversed. 

As pointed out, not all of the
regional accreditation agencies
limit appeals to termination of
accreditation. 

The several week policy seems
to be a new one since I have
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little time to review institutional evaluation documents.
In fact, materials are provided to Commissioners
several weeks prior to a Commission meeting. In
situations where additional materials arrive at the
ACCJC too late for inclusion in the initial shipping,
these materials are provided to Commissioners as they
arrive at the Commission. When an institution has sent
supplemental information to the Commission short of
the minimum 15 days-before-the-Commission-meeting
requirement [Policy on Access to Commission
Meetings, II.A., ARH page 133] , ACCJC practice has
been to nevertheless provide that information to
Commissioners. 

It should be noted that these same voluminous materials
comprising multiple copies of the originals held on file at
the ACCJC, must be collected and shredded upon
conclusion of each meeting. 

One of the hallmarks of ACCJC accreditation practice is
that Commissioners do not act solely to ratify team reports.
Instead, institutional reports and evidence, previous reports
and action letters, and testimony and documentation
provided by the college Chief Executive Officer, as well as
the team reports and recommendations are reviewed and
considered by the Commission before it takes action on the
accredited status of institutions. The semiannual
Commission meeting itself is generally conducted over
three days.
• Accreditation is an assurance of quality to the public.

The federal regulations for accreditation delineate the
requirements that must be met by the ACCJC. The
ACCJC has developed its ERs, Accreditation
Standards, and Policies to comply with the federal
requirements and to provide the assurance to the public
of institutional quality. 

learned from several sources
that in the past the
Commissioners received the
materials the night before the
first day of the meeting. Even so,
no one could read and absorb
the over 10,000 pages of
material one would need to
read. 

The Commission did not post
the agenda for the January 2013
meeting in a timely manner. The
actions at the January 2013
meeting should have voided. 

The shredding of information
makes appealing a decision of
the Commission very difficult.
The Commission should not be
allowed to obliterate evidence
that could be used against it by
the Department of Education or
in a courtroom. 

If the only true decision is made
by the Commission itself, how
does the Commission then claim
that suggestions made by
Visiting Teams have the force of
a Commission requirement for
accreditation? This is a critical
issue in the case of CCSF and
several other colleges.

It is not enough to say that its
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Its actions are consistent with the argument postulated
by NACIQI that accreditation be a system of
self-regulation. Member institutions are involved in the
development of the ERs, Standards, and Policies and
volunteer as members of external evaluation teams in
the peer review process. It is the position of the
ACCJC that the process currently used is necessary in
order to meet federal requirements and provide quality
assurance.

Page 13 - Mt. San Antonio College: The complaint cites as
evidence in the case of Mt. San Antonio College a
statement that was included as general "boilerplate" in all
action letters from the ACCJC. The 2002 revision of the
Accreditation Standards included enhanced language
related to Student Learning Outcomes (SLO). In order to
assure that institutions had sufficient time to develop
processes related to these standards, the ACCJC provided
ten years for full implementation by colleges of certain
aspects of the SLO requirements. As the end of that
timeline approached, colleges undergoing review were
reminded in action letters about the need to fully meet SLO
standards. The statement cited in the complaint was only a
reminder of the deadline for the full implementation of
SLOs. Mt. San Antonio College was in full compliance
with all standards at the time of its evaluation. At the time
of the evaluation visit to Mt. San Antonio College, no
colleges were subject to sanction based on the Standards
related to SLOs.

Page 13 - Sanction criteria: The level of sanction, if any,
applied by the ACCJC is based on the degree of deviation
from the Standards based on the judgment of the evaluation
team and the Commission.

• Institutional evaluations are conducted by peer

actions are consistent with
arguments of the NACIQI. Some
evidence of such compliance
should be included. 

Who cares if the ACCJC
believes something, what is
important is whether it is true.
Certainly in the area of the
quality of education provided, it
does not provide any assurance.
Any reading of the ACCJC
letters will provide proof of non
compliance with federal
requirements.

The degrees of deviation
required for the levels of
sanction are not well spelled
out in ACCJC policy. This
causes Visiting Team
recommendations to differ from
final ACCJC decisions.
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evaluators who are professionals in the field. They
apply standards consistently and fairly to all
institutions. Colleges which have deficiencies as to
particular standards may receive different
recommendations from the evaluation teams-
recommendations relevant to the circumstances of the
institution in question- for how to address the
deficiency. This is one of the benefits of the peer
evaluation process and does not represent a disparate
application of the standards themselves. Institutions are
advised in Commission action letters to refer to the
more detailed language of the team report in
understanding the findings and cited deficiencies in
compliance with standards that led to the team's
recommendations. In many of the instances of sanction
noted within the "Wild" document, deviations from
standards noted by prior evaluation teams had not been
given the necessary attention by the college.

• Not all of the Regional Accrediting Agencies apply the
same sanctions. However the sanctions structure of the
Regions is similar. The criteria applied by Middle
States for PROBATION are consistent with those of the
ACCJC. Those who wish to compare levels of sanction
in the Western Region against those of other regional
accreditors often fail to recognize that some regional
accreditors have used private sanctions which have not
been made public, reserving public notice only for
severe sanctions. In addition, some accreditors do not
require that all accreditation reports and action letters be
made available to the public. These practices, while
more comfortable for member institutions, create a
misimpression for the public that the lack of notice
means there are no deficiencies related to standards at
an institution. The practice of nonpublic notices at
certain levels has also come into question of late as to
whether it meets regulatory disclosure requirements.
Definitions of sanction also vary among the regional
accreditors. For some accreditors, the term probation is
used to identify the most severe sanction prior to
termination of accreditation. ACCJC also imposes
probation, but has identified a more severe sanction,
Show Cause, for when institutions are in substantial
non-compliance with standards or when the institution
has not responded to the conditions imposed by the

To say it something is true
doesn’t make it true. In fact they
do not apply standards
consistently and fairly to all
institutions. ACCJC Gone Wild
details how this is not true for a
variety of colleges.

If this is not disparate
application, what is?

The question remains, which
findings are the finding of the
ACCJC itself and not just the
Visiting Team’s. Are they all
equally valid in relationship
with the two-year rule?

So what is the correct
comparison of sanction levels
issued by the various regional
accreditors? I am sure that any
comparison would clearly show
that ACCJC is out of step with
the rest of the nation. 

What does the “come into
question” mean and who has
called it into question?
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Commission. In the situation of "Show Cause," the
substantial non-compliance and/or non-response to
imposed conditions are such that the institution must
demonstrate why its accreditation should not be
withdrawn at the end of a stated period. Because
member institutions must meet and demonstrate
compliance with standards at all times, the
substantial non-compliance implicates an institution's
eligibility to maintain accredited status beyond the
limited period of time given to demonstrate compliance
again. Finally, it must be noted that environmental and
structural conditions within certain states and systems
can alter the prevalence of issues related to meeting
standards. Collective bargaining climates, different
levels of state regulation, election versus appointment
of governing boards, and other factors play a role in the
variations found across the regions and within regions.
In the Western Region, variations are found between
California, Hawaii, and the seven Western Pacific
affiliates. In California, external review agencies are
finding, as has also been noted in accreditation reviews,
that difficulties in governance and leadership are
impacting the stability and effectiveness of a number of
public community colleges. It is worthy to note that
availability of growth funds in times past may have
masked the impact of organizational decisions, which,
in today's fiscal environment, become patently obvious.
The earlier ability of institutions to hold multiple
missions of equal priority in terms of commitment,
resource allocation, effectiveness and quality, is
another area which has been altered by external
forces in today's fiscal, governmental, and political
environment.

• Two Year Rule: Regulations require that if an
institution is found to not be in compliance with any
standard, the accrediting agency must immediately
initiate adverse action against the institution or require
the institution to come into compliance within a period
not to exceed two years. 34 C.F.R. § 602.20.

Is it possible for an institution to
“meet and demonstrate
compliance with standards at
all times.” Does not the ACCJC
have some responsibility to
direct colleges to come into
compliance before issuing
sanctions?
Should a college be held to
some standard that it does not
even know it is somehow
violating?

Here is the red flag regarding
the demand by the ACCJC for
colleges to give up their
adherence to the California
Master Plan. 

I assume that the “adverse
action” noted here is removal of
accreditation. 
It makes no sense to remove
accreditation for non
compliance with just one
standard that has very little to
do with the quality of education
provided. In fact, if this
statement were true, every
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Beginning in 2008, the ACCJC shifted its interpretation
of this regulation. Whereas prior to that time, the
Commission had applied the regulation to deficiencies
noted as a part of a sanction, it was clarified during the
2007 U.S. Department of Education recognition review
of ACCJC that regulatory intent was for the language
"not to be in compliance with any standard" to apply to
all deficiencies in compliance with standards. 

Further, the time requirement for an institution to "come
into compliance within a period not to exceed two years"
began to run when the deficiency was first noted as
such. 

As this shift represented a significant departure from past
practice, multiple notifications were provided to member
institutions, and trainings and manuals were adapted to
provide for the corrected application of regulations.

The Two-Year Rule, as it is referred to in the ACCJC
Western Region, has been one of the single-most
important changes in accreditation practice over the
past several years. Whereas continuing progress of a
college in a positive direction may have prevented

community college in California
would be denied accreditation.
Every Visiting Team report
includes at least one instance of
non-compliance with a standard
at the college visited.

If this is true then the
Department of Education needs
to change its policy or Congress
must insist that this policy be
changed. It makes no sense that
some minor concern should be
the cause of the virtual closure
of a college. 

This is not reflected in the
letters to colleges which often
mention that "The
recommendations contained in
the Evaluation Report represent
the best advice of the peer
evaluation team at the time of
the visit, but may not describe
all that is necessary to come
into compliance. Institutions
are expected to take all action
necessary to comply with
Eligibility Requirements,
Accreditation Standards, and
Commission policies." This lack
of specificity is a violation of
both federal and Commission
standards and policy. 
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serious action by the Commission in earlier times,
removal of deficiencies within the designated time is
now the expectation. Both the ACCJC and its member
institutions have a heightened awareness of the need for
compliance with standards at all times.

Page 16 - Focus on input, not output: The reasons cited for
sanction have been summarized by the ACCJC. Program
outcomes are a major component of ACCJC's evaluation of
institutions. The ACCJC Guide to Evaluating Institutions
provides direction to college on the types and quantity of
data to be summarized and presented in order to reflect the
quality of the institution.

Pages 17 to 22 of the "Wild" document cite the results of
institutional evaluations with a focus on the numbers of
sanctions imposed. However this summary fails to note the
reasons individual colleges were placed on sanction. The
summaries cited on pages 16 and 17 focus on the results of
the evaluations without any type of perspective on the
basis or causal factors that resulted in the actions.

Page 22 - Governing boards: In those cases where internal
governance or the governing board were cited among the
deficiencies leading to sanction, the governance processes
of those colleges were judged as deficient in relation to the
Standards. Standards related to governing board
expectations have been discussed above. Commission
actions are not inconsistent or at variance with
California law.

Page 23 - Consideration of reports: The complaint
incorrectly assumes that all of the analysis of colleges
occurs during the period of the Commission meeting.
Commissioners are provided with all relevant materials,
including institutional self-evaluation reports, evaluating
team reports, related reports from the historical record, and
other evidence several weeks in advance of each meeting.
The commissioners have access to the institutional history
and the evaluation team reports.

But what represent
“compliance” is not well
understood especially if it is
making the changes suggested
by a Visiting Team that was not
ratified by the Commission
itself.

And the amount of data required
has caused the hiring of
research positions unaffordable
for many colleges.

 

How would such “perspective”
have changed the conclusions
drawn - that ACCJC is out of
step with the rest of the nation.

Many of the standards are
inconsistent with California law
in the ways that I have
indicated.
To say they are not inconsistent
or at variance does not make it
true. See the CFT complaint for
proof that they are inconsistent
and at variance.

This must be a new policy of the
ACCJC as I have heard from
many sources that in the past
the materials were given to the
Commissioners the night before
the meetings. In any case, it
would be impossible for any
Commissioner to read the over
10,000 pages of documentation
and understand each of them as
they apply to that college. The
discussions at the closed to the
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Page 24 - team training: Evaluation team members
participate in a one-day training session with their
evaluation team prior to the evaluation visit. All team
members also complete a required on-line course,
"Accreditation Basics," prior to their first evaluation team
visit. Team members are provided with all relevant
documents well in advance of the actual team visit.
Additionally, teams are made up of mostly experienced
team members who have been on prior visits. Only a few
team members will be on their first visit. Team members
also have experience with the accreditation process,
including the development of a self-evaluation report, from
their home campus. They are also experienced
professionals with in-depth backgrounds in areas related to
their responsibility on the evaluation visit. Given their
training and experience, it would be inaccurate to cite
evaluation team members as unqualified and unprepared to
participate in this peer evaluation process. 

Should an institution have any issue with a team member, it
can avail itself of the due process ability challenge any
proposed team member for conflict or other cause.

Page 25 - Public record: Evaluation teams complete a
confidential recommendation regarding institutions prior to
the completion of their on-site visit. It is made clear to
evaluation teams that this is a recommendation only, from
team to Commission; it does not carry any decisional
weight. The decision on the accredited status of a college is
made by the Commission. Evaluation teams will also have
completed much of their draft evaluation report prior to the
end of the on-site visit. Responsibility for completing the
team report falls to the team chair. 

public meetings of the
Commission could not have
been very extensive if over
twenty colleges are considered
over the two days of secret
meeting. 

Is one day of training and one
on-line course enough? Not
according to members of
Visiting Teams that I have
discussed this with nor to the
college faculty members who
interacted with the Teams. This
is something that the
Department of Education should
fully investigate.

What about the heavy bias
toward administrators on the
team? What about the heavy
bias in favor of administrative
control of the governance
process or the narrow self-
interest views of fiscal
managers?

How would a college know of
the lack of training or
knowledge needed to make good
judgments until after they have
been on campus and
demonstrate their ignorance?

I have heard that not all teams
actually sign the confidential
recommendation. 

Since the Visiting Team report
carries no “decisional weight”
how can the ACCJC then hold
colleges to recommendations
made by the Visiting Teams but
not given a stamp of approval
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After the team chair completes an initial draft evaluation
report, the chair will share the report with an ACCJC staff
member. This review is done to ensure that reports are
clear, address all essential and required components for
team reports, and are grammatically correct and consistent
with Commission requirements. 

The team chair does not share the confidential
recommendation of the evaluation team with the staff
member. 

In any case, since the confidential team recommendation
has already been completed at this point of the process, a
staff member is unable to influence that recommendation.
After an evaluation report has been finalized, it is included
in the Commission's agenda and forwarded to the
commissioners as described above.

The report and all related college documents, including
historical documents since the previous comprehensive
evaluation, are discussed by all commissioners at the
Commission meeting and a decision is made. Commission
decisions are based on a majority of Commissioners voting. 

Based on the circumstances of a particular case and in
accordance with the ACCJC Conflict of Interest Policy,
individual commissioners may be recused or abstain from
voting on a particular action.

All Commission actions are published in accordance with
USDE regulations within 30 days of the conclusion of the

by the ACCJC itself. A clear
accreditation indicates that
there is no violation of policy
by the college. Otherwise, a
sanction “must be given.”

This verifies the RP Group and
my conclusion that the Visiting
Team Report is changed after
the Visiting Team itself has
finished its work. 

I do not believe that “ The team
chair does not share the
confidential recommendation of
the evaluation team with the
staff member.” An investigation
by the Department of Education
should prove the claim is false. 

This point makes no difference
since the real decisions are
made at the secret Commission
meetings.

How is it possible for all the
10,000 pages of documentation
to be discussed at a two day
meeting? How do we how a
majority of those voting voted
unless the vote is made public? 

How do we know that conflicts
of interest do not arise in the
voting?
This is something the
Department of Education should
demand happen. Commission
members should be accountable
for their votes.
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Commission meeting. The actions are posted on the
ACCJC web site and all colleges are sent an action letter
that delineates the Commission Action on the institution
and describes any follow-up action required by the
institution. Institutions are required by the public disclosure
requirements of the ACCJC to make public all documents
related to the evaluation including the Self-Evaluation
Report, the Evaluation Team report, and the Action letter.
The ACCJC requires that accreditation information be
located no more than one mouse-click from the institution's
home web page. The deliberations of the ACCJC are
conducted in accordance with the Policy on Public
Disclosure and Confidentiality in the Accreditation Process,
and accreditation results and status are made public and
transparent in accordance with federal regulations.

Page 26/27 - Kinsella and Gornick conflict: The complaint
cites that Dr. Steve Kinsella and Dr. Frank Gornick have a
conflict of interest because of their prior relationship with
the CCLC Joint Powers Authority. There is no financial or
organizational relationship between the ACCJC and the
CCLC - JPA. Therefore there is no actual or apparent
conflict of interest. Moreover, the suggestion that
professional involvement of Commissioners, team
members, and other representatives of ACCJC touching on
subjects related to accreditation or on improvements in the
field of higher education should be considered a conflict of
interest is disturbing. This is an untenable position. It is that
very professional involvement and expertise that enhances
the value of the peer accreditation process for member
institutions and lends to the credibility of the process. The
Commission's Policy on Conflict of Interest for
Commissioners, Evaluation Team Members, Consultants,
Administrative Staff, and Other Agency Representatives
and its consistent application by ACCJC guards against
conflicts of interest and the appearance of conflict. 

Due process provisions in ACCJC policy provide another
safeguard to member institutions in this area.

Pages 29-66 - citations regarding numerous actions by the
ACCJC: All sanctions imposed on the colleges identified in
the referenced pages were cited for deficiencies related to
ACCJC Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation Standards,

They only must make public
those documents mentioned, not
any private letters or
discussions with President
Beno. The real decisions are
made behind closed doors.

The Policy should be changed to
comply with California’s Brown
Act. Federal Regulations should
be written in order to require
more transparency on the part
of the ACCJC. The existing cone
of silence should be lifted.

They certainly have the
appearance of a conflict of
interest. As such the ACCJC is
in violation of their own policy. 

The continued relationship with
CCLC is the issue.

It clearly does not guard against
such conflict of interest.

There is little if any due process
for member institutions and
none for the faculty or the
students of the institutions.
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and Policies. All of the effected colleges were notified via
an ACCJC Action Letter of the accredited status,
deficiencies, and required follow-up actions. As was noted
above, the ACCJC Commission retains unto itself the final
decision on the accredited status of a college. The
evaluation team provides the Commission with a
Confidential Recommendation. However it is a
recommendation by the team based upon its external
evaluation only, without decisional weight. The decision
regarding accredited status is made by the ACCJC
Commission by majority vote as detailed above.

Evaluation teams typically cite colleges with
commendations as well as noting deficiencies and
developing recommendations to the colleges on how these
deficiencies might be addressed. Team reports include
extensive analysis regarding the institution's compliance
with Standards. A team is charged with noting both
effective and deficient practices. However, the
Commission's decision on accredited status is based upon
an institution's compliance with standards, in accordance
with the Policy on Commission Actions on Institutions.
There is no "averaging" of commendations over
recommendations. In the action letter, the Commission
reminds institutions to review the entire team report so that
it can benefit from all of the observations and findings of
the external peer evaluators.

Page 66 - Interference with collective bargaining:
Collective bargaining is a relationship that exists between
an institution and the collective bargaining agents selected
by the institution's employees. The ACCJC neither
interferes nor endorses these relationships. The ACCJC's
relationship is with its member institutions, and its
expectation is that the member institutions comply with
ERs, Standards, and Commission policies. Whether
employees at member institutions are represented by labor
unions or not, institutional leaders are charged with
improvement of the teaching and learning environment,
assuring implementation of statutes and policies, effectively
controlling budgets and expenditures, and exercising
effective leadership in planning, organizing, budgeting,
selecting and developing personnel, and assessing
institutional effectiveness to assure the quality of the

The difference between required
changes versus suggested
improvements is not made clear
in the letters to the colleges. 

Again the disclaimer that the
Visiting Team Report has no
decisional weight. As such its
“recommendations” also have
no weight.

It is interesting that the positives
noted most often deal with the
quality of instruction and the
outreach to the needs of
community.

To “benefit” from insights and
the requirement to adhere to
the suggestions of the Visiting
Team are two very different
things.

Beno was reported to tell the
faculty at a college without a
collective bargaining agent that
such an arrangement is a good
thing. She also was reported to
have told another college
faculty that if their college loses
accreditation, that all the
faculty will be out of work -
unlike what happened at
Compton.

The college administration is
often met with the question of
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institution. [Standard IV.B.2] Institutions must assure the
financial integrity of the institution and responsible use of
its financial resources. When making short-range financial
plans, the institution must consider its long-range
liabilities and obligations. There must be sound financial
practices, financial stability, and a reasonable expectation
of both short-term and long-term financial solvency.
[Standard III.D.] While there is no mention of labor unions
specifically, the standards require that: "Contractual
agreements with external entities are consistent with the
mission and goals of the institution, governed by
institutional policies, and contain appropriate provisions to
maintain the integrity of the institution." [Standard
III.D.3.g]

The Standards are silent on unions, as they are designed to
broadly apply to all member institutions, some of which do
not have faculty unions. The ACCJC standards do not
describe or define the manner in which participation
happens at a member institution. However, the Standards
are very clear that faculty members have a distinctive role
in instruction, curriculum, student learning outcomes, and
related areas, and a substantial role in institutional
governance, exercising a substantial voice in institutional
policies, planning and budget that relate to their areas of
responsibility and expertise. [Standards II.A and IV.A]
"The institution relies on faculty, its academic senate or
other appropriate faculty structures, the curriculum
committee, and academic administrators for
recommendations about student learning programs and
services." [Standard IV.A.2.b] At CCSF and many other
member institutions, institutional faculty who are
represented by labor unions make up the "faculty,"
"academic senate," and "other appropriate faculty
structures" mentioned in Standards. They are critical to the
success and quality of an institution and to meeting the
Standards. ACCJC standards do not set out the manner in
which an institution will meet the standards related to
faculty participation; it is the institution and its members,
working within the institution's mission, who establish
policies and practices in these areas.

As to labor negotiations, the responsibility for contracting
with labor unions falls to the institutional Chief Executive

whether to obey state and
federal law or ACCJC demands.

A district need only consider the
long-range liabilities, it need
not fund them but is allowed by
law to continue a “pay as you
go” system. The letter to the
college from the ACCJC often
gives a different impression.

Page 21



Officer and delegates, with approval of contracts by
governing boards. In the negotiations, as in every activity
conducted, the CEO and delegates, and the governing
boards, must operate within standards. It is not an
interference with labor negotiations for ACCJC Standards
to require that institutions allocate resources for
payment of liabilities and future obligations [Standard
III.D.1.c] or that faculty and others directly responsible for
student progress toward achieving stated student learning
outcomes have, as a component of their evaluation,
effectiveness in producing those outcomes. [Standard
III.A.1.c] Rather, the standards provide general guidance
for the present-day effectiveness and the future
sustainability of the institution. These are both vital to
students and prospective students in the community.

Page 67 - failure to address complaints of M. Hittleman
(sic): The ACCJC did not understand your opposition to
components of the Accreditation Standards as a complaint
against the ACCJC. The ACCJC received your various
correspondences as a disagreement with the Standards.
However given the Standards were adopted by the member
institutions with the components disagreed with, the
disagreement did not result in any change to Standards.
The complaint by the CFT is a separate complaint. It has
been addressed by the ACCJC. Additionally, since the
complaint was also forwarded to the U.S. Department of
Education, it has been responded to in that context.

Page 75-77 - Response to the Chancellor's Task Force: In
various venues, the ACCJC has received the concerns and
recommendations voiced by the California Community
Colleges Accreditation Task Force. The recommendations

The method of recognizing
future obligations is a matter for
state and federal law and not a
direction that an accreditation
commission should demand.

The component of a faculty
member’s evaluation is
determined by the Collective
Bargaining Agreement and the
ACCJC cannot legally require
colleges to include SLOs in the
evaluation. This would be
interference with the Collective
Bargaining process.

In addition to spelling my name
wrong, the lack of
understanding that my April 30,
2013 e-mail was not a
complaint only reinforces the
feeling that the ACCJC staff
member responsible did not
read it carefully. The fact that I
copied the Department of
Education should have been an
additional indication that I was
filing a complaint as well as a
Third Party Comment (which
was never replied to).

The CFT complaint was met
with the same low level of
response as I have received.

Received but not considered. In
fact, the Commission was not
even willing (at first) to even
listen to the State Community
College Chancellor on the isse.
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were received and considered.

Page 77-79 - RP Group: See the discussion above
concerning the RP Group study.

Page 80-82 - Interference with governing boards: Issues
related to governing boards were addressed above.

Page 82-83 - Timelines for agenda posting: Locations for
ACCJC Commission meetings are posted well in advance
of meetings. Institutions know they are scheduled to be on
the agenda of the Commission meeting following the
submission of their report, and are also aware of the
location.

The Commission conducts business at two meetings per
year. Each meeting includes a Public Session and a Closed
Session. Commission decisions related to policy are made
in the public session. Commission decisions related to
member institutions are made in the closed session. The
ACCJC Accreditation Standards and Policies are published
each year in the Accreditation Reference Handbook. In
accordance with ACCJC Policy:

The Commission provides "an opportunity for
institutional representatives and the general public to
attend those portions of Commission meetings devoted
to policy matters and others of a non-confidential
nature." Policy on Commission Good Practice in
Relations with Member Institutions, Section 21.

Public Sessions of the Commission Meeting
The President mails a preliminary agenda 30 days
before each regular meeting of the Commission to the
Chief Executive Officer and Accreditation Liaison

Again, there is no disagreement
offered here with the finding of
the Report, only with the
structure of the study. This is in
keeping with the ACCJC focus
on process rather than content.

Addressed but not answered
with respect to California law.

They have not historically been
posted and the ACCJC office
has not been forthcoming when
calls have been made to find out
where the meeting will be held.

The Public Session occurs after
all decisions regarding colleges
have been made. As a result,
faculty and students have no
input relative to the decision
being made.

At the meeting in June of 2013
the majority of those wishing to
attend the “Open” meeting were
not allowed into the hearing
room although the maximum
size of the room had not been
met. This violates the policy of
the ACCJC. Even a reporter
from the San Francisco
Chronicle was refused entry.

This has not always happened
as it did not happen for the
January 2013 meeting.
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Officer of all applicant, candidate, and accredited
institutions with the request that the agenda be posted or
otherwise publicized. The preliminary agenda is also
posted on the Commission web page. Policy on Access
to Commission Meetings, Section 1.

The Commission has consistently distributed to CEOs and
ALOs the preliminary agendas of public sessions 30 days
before each regular meeting. These college officials are
asked to disseminate information about the meeting at their
institutions. In addition, the Commission posts a draft
agenda on its website in advance of the meeting. Though
there is no time designation for posting the agenda on the
accjc.org website, the draft agenda is generally posted two
to three weeks before a meeting, and includes any updates
available to the agenda since mailing of the preliminary
agenda.

The ACCJC conducts both Public Sessions and Closed
Sessions at its Commission meetings two times per year.
As discussed in the section above, preliminary agendas for
Public Sessions are sent out to the CEOs and ALOs at all of
the member, candidate and applicant institutions. The
CEOs and ALOs of colleges being considered for
Commission action in the Closed Session are well aware of
their institution's placement on the agenda of that meeting.
The institutions have all submitted reports (some have also
had team visits) in preparation for the Commission's
consideration. Colleges undergoing a comprehensive
evaluation have been preparing for two years in anticipation
of this event; those undergoing a follow-up evaluation have
been preparing for six months to a year. In advance of the
Commission meeting, CEOs have had the opportunity to
review draft reports and submit proposed corrections.

In accordance with ACCJC Policy:
The Commission provides "institutions due process
concerning accrediting decisions made by the
Commission: Institutions are provided an opportunity to
respond in writing to draft External Evaluation Reports
in order to correct errors of fact; to respond in writing
(no less than 15 days in advance of the Commission
meeting) to final External Evaluation Reports on issues
of substance and to any Accreditation Standard

Does “consistently” here mean
the same thing as “always?”

The ACCJC should have a
requirement for the posting of
the agenda on the website at
least thirty days before a
meeting.

Why does the faculty not have a
chance to review the draft
report? What happens after the
report is rewritten? Does
anyone from the campus see the
revision prior to the meeting of
the Commission? How will they
know what to respond to?

The problem with appearing
before the Commission is that
the college administration is not
aware of what level of sanction
is being considered. They thus
have no real chance to make
their case before the
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deficiencies noted in the report; and to appear before
the Commission when reports are considered." Policy
on Commission Good Practice in Relations with
Member Institutions, Section 20.

When the Commission is deliberating or acting upon
matters that concern an institution, it will invite the
Chief Executive Officer of the institution to meet with
the Commission... If the institution wants to bring
written material to the Commission's attention it should
be submitted to the Commission no less than 15 days
before the meeting. Policy on Access to Commission
Meetings, Section II.

The process of policy revision is not dependent solely on
Commission meeting agendas for notification to the field.
Institutional policies are initially presented for first reading
to the Commission at the Commission Public Session by
the policy committee. Then, within a month of the meeting,
notification is sent to CEOs and ALOs at member
institutions of the policies under consideration. That
notification includes the language of proposed policy
revisions and the dates for submitting comment on those
proposed revisions (generally eight to ten weeks). The
proposed policy revisions are posted online at that time, as
well. After the close of the comment period, the policy
committee reviews the proposed revisions and comments
from the field; the finally revised policies are presented at
the next Commission meeting for second reading and
adoption.

The policies under review and available for comment can
be found on the accjc.org website following the link on the
home page entitled "Recent Commission Actions."
Recently adopted policy revisions can be found at this
location as well.

Page 83-88 - Failure to respond to complaint: The ACCJC
received a document entitled THIRD PARTY COMMENT,
with two published articles attached. The comment in the
form itself was general in nature. ACCJC staff treated this
material as Third Party Comment and responded to you
accordingly. Since receiving confirmation from you this

Commission. Most colleges
choose not to appear because
they do not want to raise the
profile of their college before
this body. 

Again, the CEO has not seen the
final report nor the
recommendations for sanction.
Is this really a fair “due
process” procedure? I think not. 

The change is policy regarding
the shredding of materials did
not follow this process - a
violation of ACCJC policy.

The document fully explained
that it included a complaint and
spelled out the nature of the
complaint. 

The ACCJC was in violation of
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was also to be treated as a complaint against the ACCJC,
the ACCJC has proceeded to process and investigate it as
such, culminating in this report of the outcome.

This concludes explanatory notes concerning the
investigation of your complaint. 

Sincerely,

Krista Johns
Vice President for Policy and Research

its policy based on the lateness
of this response to my original
complaint of April 30, 2013. 

Was there ever an
investigation? If so, what
witnesses were interviewed and
were Visiting Team Reports
reviewed to see if they were
consistent across campuses? In
short, how was the
“investigation” handled? 

Finally, who actually prepared
the letter and when did the
Commission approve it?
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